pay for the period after the hearing and up to Hero's termination by
Magma.  If the judge upholds Magma's defense on remand, his award cannot
stand.  If the judge determines that Haro's transfer violated suction
105(c), we conclude that he must reconsider the question of the appro-
priate amount of back pay.

Magma argues that the judge erred in awarding compensation up to
the time of the hearing because Haro requested a transfer in October
1978, and was transferred November 2, 1978. 9/ The company asserts that
its obligation for back pay, if any, should be tolled as of the time
that Haro voluntarily sought a transfer. Magma also argues that the
judge's award of back pay was based on unreliable calculations.  Finally,
Magma contends that the judge failed to explain how he arrived at his
figures, and, therefore, a remand is necessary for detailed findings.

The judge's award was based on Haro's estimate at the hearing that
he had lost between $3,500 and $3,700.  3 FMSHRC at 2430.  The judge
noted that Haro's testimony was unrefuted, and commented on the "lack of
more specific documentation." Id.  Further, the judge also granted Haro
an unspecified amount of "back pay plus Interest since the hearing of
this case, until the date of [Haro's] termination by [Magma]."  3 FMSHRC
at 2430.  The date of Haro's discharge, February 12, 1981, is a matter
of public record. Haro v. Magma Copper Co., Docket No. WEST 81-365-DM
(November 1, 1982) (ALJ). We recognize that "unrealistic exactitude" or
"mathematical certainty" is not required in ascertaining the award dim
to a victim of discrimination.  See Kaplan v. Internationa1 Al1Inncc
of Theatrical and Stage Employees, 525 F.2d 1354, 1362-63 (9th Cir.
1975)(Award in Title VII cases); NLRB v. Carpenters Union, Local 180,
433 F.2d 934, 935 (9th Cir. 1970) (Award in NLRA cases).  Nonetheless,
more precision is required than the judge provided in this case.  Wo
also recognize that although Magma had the opportunity to present
evidence to the judge at the hearing on the correct amount of the; award,
it did not do so. However, it appears from the record that the Judge
did not indicate how he was going to proceed on back pay, and the operator
may not have anticipated that an award would be included in the decision.
Thus, in the interest of fairness, if Haro prevails on bis claim, the
judge should solicit the information necessary to make further i: j.mlinf'H
on the relief due to Haro and should address Magma's various argument:;
on the appropriate amount of back pay.  See Moses v. WMj^ley, 4 FHSIIRC
at 483-84.

The Grease line Incident

Approximately three months after the events discussed above, on
September 25, 1978, Haro was instructed to change a grease line, near a

_9/  Haro admits requesting a transfer in September   1978, but clalimi the

request was made because of continuing harassment.     Haro further asserts

that his transfer in November (after, the alrslusber   accident discussed
below) was not related to his request'.gardless  of  his protected
